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Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)Q The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-31 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1, 6-7, 9, 19-20, and 22, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Vooketal. (5,583,866). 

Consider claim 1, Vook teaches a device (12, figure 1) in a network (see col. 3 lines 52- 
61, and col. 6 lines 24-28, where Vook is discussing a system and method applicable to devices 
in a wireless LAN (WLAN) or ad-hoc network). Vook teaches a synchronization system able to 
synchronize by utilizing an agreed communication technology to an agreed communication 
frequency (see col. 3 lines 55-67, col. 4 lines 23-67, col. 5 lines 1-67, and col. 6 lines 24-67, 
where Vook discusses using a industry standard (CSMA), and air interface (frequency hopping), 
i.e., an agreed technology, and agreed frequency of synchronization and current hopping 
frequency and pattern). 

Consider claims 6 and 19, Vook teaches a method for a first device (12, 22, area 16, 
figure 1) to communicate with a second device (12, or 14 area 18, figure 1) in a network 
including at least the first device, the second device, and a third device (12, or 14, area 16, figure 
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1) (see col. 3 lines 50-67, col. 4 lines 1-5, col. 4 lines 20-37, and col. 6 lines 23-54, where Vook 
discusses a roaming mobile terminal that must synchronize with new access point or another 
mobile depending if terminals are ad-hoc or not). Vook teaches discovering the second device 
(see col. 4 lines 22-26 and col. 6, 40-45, where Vook discusses the device finding the second 
device). Vook teaches determining a synchronization period with the second device (see col. 4 
lines 23-67, col. 5 lines 1-60, col. 6 lines 23-67, and col. 7 lines 15-34). Vook teaches utilizing 
an agreed communication technology to an agreed communication frequency independently of 
the third device (see col. 3 lines 55-67, col. 4 lines 23-67, col. 5 lines 1-67, and col. 6 lines 24- 
67, where Vook discusses using a industry standard (CSMA), and air interface (frequency 
hopping), i.e., an agreed technology, and agreed frequency of synchronization and current 
hopping frequency and pattern, where the communications between the first device and second 
are independent of the first and third device, in other words the third device is not participating in 
the synchronizations or communication). 

Consider claims 7 and 20, Vook teaches discovering the third device; determining a 
synchronization period with the third device; and synchronizing with the third device 
independently of the second device (see col. 4 lines 21-67, col. 5 lines 1-67, and col. 6 lines 23- 
67). 

Consider claims 9 and 22, Vook teaches range (see col. 7, lines 15-34). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2, 6, 8, 10, 14, 21, 23, and 27, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vook et al. (5,583,866) in view of Haartsen et al. (6,026,297). 

Consider claim 2, Vook does not specifically disclose a synchronization table listing 
synchronization information for the device. Haartsen teaches a synchronization table listing 
synchronization information for the device (see col 5 lines 1-27). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of 
Vook, and have a synchronization table listing synchronization information for the device as 
taught by Haartsen, thus allowing communication with another coexisting piconet, as discussed 
by Haartsen (col. 2 lines 30-35). 

Consider claim 8 and 21, Vook discloses roaming terminals with ad-hoc networks and 
access points, where Vook discloses the terminals synchronizing, as discussed above, where 
logically any of the terminals can synchronize including second and third. Vook does not 
specifically disclose other terminals synchronizing. Haartsen teaches other terminals 
synchronizing (see col. 5 lines 1-67 and col. 6 lines 1-67 where Haartsen is discussing that any of 
the devices can discover or be discovered through paging and synchronize with those devices 
independently of the other devices and inherently in any order). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of 
Vook, and have other terminals synchronizing, as taught by Haartsen, thus allowing 
communication with another coexisting piconet, as discussed by Haartsen (col. 2 lines 30-35). 
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Consider claims 10 and 23, Vook teaches determining synchronization period (see col. 4 
lines 21-67, col. 5 lines 1-67, and col. 6 lines 23-67). Vook does not specifically disclose 
arbitrating. Haartsen discloses arbitrating (see col. 5 lines 1-67, and col. 6 lines 1-67). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the invention of Vook, and have arbitrating, as taught by Haartsen, thus allowing 
communication with another coexisting piconet, as discussed by Haartsen (col. 2 lines 30-35). 

Consider claims 14 and 27, Vook does not specifically disclose synchronizing with the 
second device includes resetting a clock in the first device. Haartsen teaches synchronizing with 
the second device includes resetting a clock in the first device (see col. 3 lines 45-65, col. 5 lines 
62-67, col. 6 lines 1-67, and col. 7 lines 1-67). ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of Vook, and have 
arbitrating, as taught by Haartsen, thus allowing communication with another coexisting piconet, 
as discussed by Haartsen (col. 2 lines 30-35). 

6. Claims 11, 17, 24 and 30, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vook in view of Haartsen as applied to claims 10 and 23 above, and further in view of Peters et 
al. (6,601,293). 

Consider claims 11, 17, 24, and 30 Vook and Haartsen disclose reestablishing the 
interface with the second device after the time period, (see col. 5 lines 1-67 and col. 6 lines 1- 
67). Vook and Haartsen do not specifically disclose a re-establishment period. Peters teaches a 
re-establishment period (see col. 9 lines 12-45, col. 2 lines 15-30, col. 3 lines 20-31, col. 8 lines 
1 1-55, and col. 6 lines 19-45, and col. 4 lines 29-57, where Peters is discussing that the addresses 
are used to negotiate the interface). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the invention of Vook and Haartsen, and have a reestablishment period, as 
taught by Peters, thus stopping ambiguities when roaming, as discussed by Peters (col. 9 lines 
12-45). 

7. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vook view of 
Haartsen, as applied to claim 2 above, and further in view of Jacquet et al. (6,590,891). 

Consider claim 3, Vook discloses the device, method and system, as modified by 
Haartsen, above, wherein a table is used. Vook and Haartsen do not specifically disclose new 
technology. Jacquet teaches a new technology (see col. 6 lines 10-67, and col. 7 lines 7-50, 
where Jacquet is discussing a frequency and the technology, i.e., frequency hopping or spread 
spectrum). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the invention of Vook and Haartsen, and have a new technology, as taught 
by Jacquet, thus allowing connection to new piconets and tuning between devices, as discussed 
Haartsen (col. 2 lines 30-35) and by Jacquet (col. 1 lines 30-67), respectively. 

8. Claims 4, 5, 12-13, 25, and 26, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vook et al. (5,583,866) in view of Haartsen et al. (6,026,297) and Jacquet et al. (6,590,891). 

Consider claims 4, 5, 12, 13, 25, and 26, Vook discloses the device, method and system, 
as stated above. Vook does not specifically disclose a table holding new technology. Haartsen 
teaches a table (see col. 5 lines 5-10). Jacquet teaches a new technology (see col. 6 lines 10-67, 
and col. 7 lines 7-50, where Jacquet is discussing a frequency and the technology, i.e., frequency 
hopping or spread spectrum). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the invention of Vook, and have table with a new 
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technology, as taught by Haartsen and Jacquet, thus allowing connection to new piconets and 
tuning between devices, as discussed by Haartsen (col. 2 lines 30-35) and by Jacquet (col. 1 lines 
30-67), respectively. 

9. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vook in view of 
Haartsen and Peters, as applied to claims 30 above, and further in view of Jacquet et al. 
(6,590,891). 

Consider claim 31 Vook discloses the device, method and system, as modified by 
Haartsen and Peters above, wherein a synchronization table is used. Vook, Haartsen, and Peters 
do not specifically disclose new technology. Jacquet teaches a new technology (see col. 6 lines 
10-67, and col. 7 lines 7-50, where Jacquet is discussing a frequency and the technology, i.e., 
frequency hopping or spread spectrum). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of Vook, Haartsen, and Peters 
and have a new technology, as taught by Jacquet, thus allowing tuning between devices, as 
discussed by Jacquet (col. 1 lines 30-67). 

10. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vook in view of 
Haartsen and Peters as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Jacquet et al. 
(6,590,891). 

Consider claim 18, Vook discloses the device, method and system, as modified by 
Haartsen and Peters above, wherein a synchronization table is used, and technology is used. 
Vook, Haartsen and Peters do not specifically disclose a new technology. Jacquet teaches a new 
technology (see col. 6 lines 10-67, and col. 7 lines 7-50, where Jacquet is discussing a frequency 
and the technology, i.e., frequency hopping or spread spectrum). It would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of 
Vook, Haartsen and Peters, and have a new technology, as taught by Jacquet, thus allowing 
tuning between devices, as discussed by Jacquet (col. 1 lines 30-67). 

11. Claims 15, 28, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vook in view of Haartsen et al. (6,026,297) and Du et al. (6,603,740). 

Consider claims 15, 28, and 29, Vook discloses the method and system, as discussed 
above. Vook does not specifically disclose synchronizing in another order or the synchronizing 
with the second device includes informing the second device that the first device has data to 
transmit. Haartsen discloses synchronization via tables and other devices in another order (see 
col. 5 lines 5-67 and col. 4 lines 1-67). Du teaches synchronizing with the second device 
includes informing the second device that the first device has data to transmit (see col. 5 lines 10- 
25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the invention of Vook, and synchronizing in another order or the synchronizing 
with the second device includes informing the second device that the first device has data to 
transmit, as taught by Du, thus allowing networks to be bridged and exchange data, as discussed 
byDu (col. 1 lines 15-30). 

12. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vook in view of 
Haartsen as applied to claim 14, above, and further in view of Du et al. (6,603,740). 

Consider claim 16 Vook and Haartsen do not specifically disclose the synchronizing with 
the second device includes informing the second device that the first device has data to transmit. 
Du teaches synchronizing with the second device includes informing the second device that the 
first device has data to transmit (see col. 5 lines 10-25). It would have been obvious to one of 
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< 

ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of Vook and 
Haartsen, and have synchronizing with the second device include informing the second device 
that the first device has data to transmit, as taught by Du, thus allowing networks to be bridged 
and exchange data, as discussed by Du (col. 1 lines 15-30). 

Conclusion 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Nick Corsaro at 
telephone number (703) 306-5616. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nay Maung, can be reached at (703) 308-7745. Any response to this action should 
be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314 (for Technology center 2600 only) 
Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, Arlington, 
VA, Sixth, Floor (Receptionist). Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this 
application or proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 customer Service 
Office whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 




Nick Corsaro pifeK^ 
Primary Examiner 



